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ABSTRACT
Feedback from Active Galactic Nuclei (AGN) is a key physical mechanism proposed to regu-
late galaxy formation and suppress star formation, primarily in massive galaxies. In particular,
cosmic rays (CRs) associated with AGN jets have the potential to efficiently suppress cool-
ing flows and quench star formation. The locus of cosmic ray production and their coupling
to gas play a crucial role in the overall self-regulation process. To investigate this in detail,
we conduct high-resolution, non-cosmological MHD simulations of a massive 1014M⊙ halo
using the FIRE-2 (Feedback In Realistic Environments) stellar feedback model. We explore
a variety of AGN jet feedback scenarios with cosmic rays, examining different values for
the cosmic ray energy fraction in jets, cosmic ray coupling sites (in the vicinity of the black
hole versus at the shock fronts of large-scale jet cocoons), and jet precession parameters. Our
findings indicate that when cosmic rays are injected near the vicinity of the black hole, they
efficiently inhibit black hole accretion by suppressing the density before the jet propagates out
to large radii. As a result, this leads to episodic black hole accretion, with the jet not having
sufficient energy flux to reach large radii and impact cooling flows. Conversely, if the cosmic
rays are injected at the shock front of the jet cocoon, not only does the jet sustain a higher
overall energy flux for an extended period, but it also disperses cosmic rays out to larger radii,
more effectively suppressing the cooling flow. Furthermore, the period and angle of jet preces-
sion can influence the position of shock fronts. We identify an optimal range of jet precession
periods (∼ tens of Myr) that generates shocks at the inner circumgalactic medium (CGM),
where cooling flows are most severe. We report that this specific configuration offers the most
effective scenario for cosmic rays at the shock front to suppress the cooling flow and quench
star formation.

Key words: methods: numerical — galaxies: clusters: intracluster medium — cosmic rays
— galaxies: jets — galaxies: magnetic fields

1 INTRODUCTION

For decades, one of the major unsolved challenges in galaxy for-
mation has been understanding how to effectively “quench” mas-
sive galaxies (those with stellar masses ≳ 1011M⊙, or brighter
than ∼ L∗ in the galaxy luminosity function) and maintain them as
“red and dead” over significant portions of cosmic time as obser-
vations have revealed (see, e.g., Bell et al. 2003; Kauffmann et al.
2003; Madgwick et al. 2003; Baldry et al. 2004; Kereš et al. 2005;
Blanton et al. 2005; Dekel & Birnboim 2006; Kereš et al. 2009;

⋆ E-mail: kungyisu@g.harvard.edu

Pozzetti et al. 2010; Wetzel et al. 2012; Feldmann & Mayer 2015;
Voit et al. 2015). This issue is intricately tied to the “cooling flow”
problem. X-ray observations reveal that the hot gas within ellipti-
cal galaxies and clusters cools radiatively, with cooling timescales
shorter than a Hubble time (Fabian et al. 1994; Peterson & Fabian
2006; Stern et al. 2019). However, despite the significant cooling
flows observed (reaching up to ∼ 1000M⊙yr

−1 in some clus-
ters), there is a clear discrepancy: neither sufficient amounts of cold
gas, as seen from HI and CO observations (McDonald et al. 2011;
Werner et al. 2013), nor enough star formation activity (Tamura
et al. 2001; O’Dea et al. 2008; Rafferty et al. 2008) are detected
in these galaxies. Instead, massive galaxies are observed to be red
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and dead. Simulations and semi-analytic models that do not ac-
count for cooling flow suppression, and instead allow gas to cool
into the galactic core, generally predict star formation rates (SFRs)
over an order of magnitude higher than those observed (for recent
examples, see the weak/no-feedback runs in Sijacki et al. 2007;
Somerville et al. 2008; Booth & Schaye 2009; Choi et al. 2015; Li
et al. 2015; Anglés-Alcázar et al. 2017).

A source of heat or pressure support is essential to counterbal-
ance the observed cooling. Additionally, this heating mechanism
must maintain the cool core structure (e.g., the density and en-
tropy profiles) seen in many groups and clusters (Peres et al. 1998;
Mittal et al. 2009). In previous research work, we found that non-
AGN feedback mechanisms proposed in the literature, such as stel-
lar feedback from shock-heated AGB winds, Type Ia supernovae
(SNe), SNe-injected cosmic rays, magnetic fields, thermal conduc-
tion in the circumgalactic medium (CGM) or intra-cluster medium
(ICM), and “morphological quenching” are insufficient to resolve
the cooling flow problem (Su et al. 2019, hereafter Paper I). As a
result, AGN feedback appears to be the most promising solution to
this issue, and extensive theoretical work has been conducted on
the subject. For recent investigations into AGN jet feedback, see
references noted in later paragraphs, and for other types of AGN
feedback, we refer to studies such as Gaspari & Sa̧dowski 2017;
Eisenreich et al. 2017; Weinberger et al. 2018; Li et al. 2018; Pel-
legrini et al. 2018; Yoon et al. 2018, as well as earlier work (e.g.,
Silk & Rees 1998; Fabian 1999; Ciotti & Ostriker 2001; Hopkins
et al. 2005, 2006; Croton et al. 2006; Ciotti et al. 2009; Choi et al.
2012).

Observational studies also suggest that the energy available
from AGN is sufficient to match the cooling rates observed in clus-
ters and groups (Bı̂rzan et al. 2004). Furthermore, there are clear
observations of AGN expelling gas from galaxies and injecting
thermal energy via shocks, sound waves, photoionization, Compton
heating, or “stirring” the CGM and ICM. Some of these processes
create “bubbles” of hot plasma, often with significant relativistic
components, which are commonly observed around massive galax-
ies (for a detailed review, see Fabian 2012; Hickox & Alexander
2018).

Despite the plausibility of AGN feedback and the substantial
body of work on the subject, the detailed physics behind it remains
unclear, as do the precise “input parameters” required. Several stud-
ies have also pointed out that certain types of AGN feedback mod-
els struggle to consistently quench star formation, self-regulate, or
meet key observational constraints (e.g., Bı̂rzan et al. 2004; Verna-
leo & Reynolds 2006; Glines et al. 2020; Su et al. 2020). To ad-
dress these uncertainties, we conducted a comprehensive and sys-
tematic investigation of AGN feedback models to determine which,
if any, are most viable for solving the cooling flow problem. In pre-
vious treatments Su et al. (2020, 2021, 2024), we examined vari-
ous AGN feedback models that assume constant energy injection.
Our findings indicated that successful AGN models for halos ex-
ceeding 1012M⊙ feature energy fluxes comparable to the free-fall
energy flux at the cooling radius and generate sufficiently large and
wide AGN cocoons (AGN heated regions) with long cooling times.
Notably, cosmic-ray-dominated models emerged as the most effec-
tive at quenching star formation while maintaining stable cool-core,
low-SFR halos over extended periods. These models also success-
fully matched observational constraints on halo gas properties and
remained within plausible energy budgets for low-luminosity AGN
in massive galaxies.

Although cosmic rays in AGN feedback have been proven ca-
pable of quenching massive galaxies, there are still a few gaps in

our understanding of how they do so. Cosmic rays are associated
with shocks at various scales. The traditional method of injecting
cosmic rays around the black hole’s vicinity models cosmic rays
generated by sub-resolution physics, but does not necessarily track
those accelerated by large-scale jet-driven shock fronts. Another
limitation of our previous work is that we used a constant energy
flux to study the effects of energy injection without modeling black
hole accretion, preventing us from capturing the self-regulation of
feedback. In this work, we focus on addressing these two important
aspects that were not addressed previously.

Specifically, we present the first Lagrangian method for inject-
ing cosmic rays at large-scale jet-driven shock fronts using a par-
ticle spawning model. We investigate how cosmic ray injection at
these shock fronts influences cooling flows and star formation. Ad-
ditionally, we explore how this process interacts with jet precession,
the jet opening angle, the jet velocity, and black hole accretion.

In Section 2, we summarize our initial conditions (ICs), the
AGN jet parameters we explore, and the details of our numerical
simulations. In Section 3, we present the results from the constant
AGN jet energy flux runs. Following that, we discuss the live ac-
cretion runs in Section 4. In Section 5. we address the required
cosmic ray energy flux for quenching, the implications for gamma-
ray fluxes, and the limitations of this improved model. Finally, we
conclude in Section 6.

2 METHODOLOGY

We perform simulations of isolated galaxies with a dark matter halo
mass of approximately 1014M⊙. The initial conditions are based
on observed profiles of cool-core galaxy clusters at low redshift,
as described in Section 2.1. Without AGN feedback, despite the
galaxies starting with properties consistent with observations, their
cooling flow rates and star formation rates (SFRs) rapidly increase,
surpassing the observed values for quenched populations by several
orders of magnitude (Su et al. 2019, 2020). Here, we evolve these
simulations using various AGN jet models to evaluate their ability
to suppress cooling flows and sustain quenched galaxies over time.

Our simulations utilize the GIZMO code1 (Hopkins 2015),
specifically in its meshless finite mass (MFM) mode. This La-
grangian, mesh-free Godunov method combines the strengths
of grid-based and smoothed-particle hydrodynamics (SPH) tech-
niques. The code’s implementation and extensive tests for hy-
drodynamics, self-gravity (Hopkins 2015), magnetohydrodynam-
ics (MHD) (Hopkins & Raives 2016; Hopkins 2016), anisotropic
conduction and viscosity (Hopkins 2017; Su et al. 2017), and cos-
mic rays (Chan et al. 2019) are documented in a series of method
papers.

All simulations use the FIRE-2 (Feedback In Realistic Envi-
ronments) model, incorporating the physical processes of the inter-
stellar medium (ISM), star formation, and stellar feedback. The full
details and extensive numerical tests are provided in Hopkins et al.
(2018). Cooling is modeled over the temperature range 10 − 1010

K, accounting for various processes including photoelectric and
photoionization heating, and cooling via collisional, Compton, fine
structure, recombination, atomic, and molecular mechanisms.

Star formation is handled via a sink particle method, restricted
to molecular, self-shielded, and locally self-gravitating gas with

1 A public version of the code is available at
http://www.tapir.caltech.edu/∼phopkins/Site/GIZMO.html
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densities above n > 1000 cm−3 (Hopkins et al. 2013). Formed
star particles represent single stellar populations with metallicities
inherited from their progenitor gas particles. Feedback rates for su-
pernovae, mass loss, spectra, and other factors are IMF-averaged
values from STARBURST99 (Leitherer et al. 1999), using a Kroupa
(2002) initial mass function (IMF). The stellar feedback model in-
cludes: (1) radiative feedback from photoionization and photoelec-
tric heating, as well as radiation pressure across five bands (ion-
izing, FUV, NUV, optical-NIR, IR), (2) continuous mass loss and
energy injection from OB and AGB winds, and (3) SNe Type II
and Type Ia, including both prompt and delayed populations, in-
jecting mass, metals, momentum, and energy into the surrounding
gas. All simulations, except the ‘B0’ run, also include MHD, and
fully anisotropic Spitzer-Braginski conduction and viscosity.

To briefly summarize the included cosmic ray physics, we
track a single energy bin of ∼GeV protons, which dominate the
cosmic ray pressure, in the ultra-relativistic limit. Cosmic ray trans-
port includes streaming at the local Alfvén speed, with an appro-
priate streaming loss term that thermalizes according to Uhlig et al.
(2012), where vst = vA. Additionally, diffusion is modeled with
a fixed diffusivity, κCR, and the system accounts for adiabatic en-
ergy exchange between gas and cosmic ray pressure, as well as
hadronic and Coulomb losses (Guo & Oh 2008). Streaming and
diffusion occur anisotropically along magnetic field lines. Previous
studies (Chan et al. 2019; Hopkins et al. 2019, 2021c) demonstrated
that matching observed γ-ray luminosities requires a diffusivity of
κCR ∼ 1029 cm2 s−1, which is consistent with detailed cosmic ray
transport models incorporating an extended gaseous halo around
the galaxy (e.g., Strong & Moskalenko 1998; Strong et al. 2010;
Trotta et al. 2011). Thus, we adopt this as our fiducial value 2. For
the simulation that includes cosmic rays from supernovae, 10% of
the supernova energy is allocated to cosmic rays.

2.1 Initial conditions

The initial conditions applied in this work are comprehensively out-
lined in Su et al. (2019, 2020, 2021, 2024). Our galaxy model ex-
tends out to a distance of at least three times the virial radius. The
initial setup is specifically designed to closely replicate observed
cool-core systems with a halo mass of ∼ 1014M⊙ at z ∼ 0 (see,
e.g., Humphrey et al. 2012; Humphrey & Buote 2013; Su et al.
2013, 2015; Mernier et al. 2017), and the relevant parameters are
summarized in Table 1. The dark matter (DM) halo, bulge, black
hole, and the gas and stellar disk are initialized with live particles,
following the procedures described by Springel & White (1999)
and Springel (2000).

We employ a spherical Navarro-Frenk-White (NFW) profile
(Navarro et al. 1996) for the DM halo, a Hernquist (1990) model
for the stellar bulge, and an exponentially declining, rotationally
supported disk of gas and stars, initialized with a Toomre parameter
of Q ≈ 1 for the baryonic component. The black hole (BH) is
assigned a mass equivalent to approximately 1/300 of the bulge
mass (e.g., Häring & Rix 2004). The gas halo, modeled with a β-
profile, rotates at twice the angular momentum of the dark matter

2 Theoretically motivated cosmic ray transport models, such as extrinsic
turbulence and self-confinement, have been explored in previous studies
(e.g., Hopkins et al. 2022b; Ponnada et al. 2024). However, Hopkins et al.
(2022b) demonstrates that these models struggle to accurately reproduce
the observed cosmic ray spectrum. In this work, we adopt the simplest as-
sumption of constant diffusivity.

halo. About 10-15% of the gravitational support is provided by this
rotation, while the bulk of the support comes from thermal pressure,
consistent with what is expected in large halos. Once again, the
values of the adopted parameters are summarized in Table 1.

The initial metallicity of the CGM/ICM decreases with radius,
from solar metallicity (Z = 0.02) to Z = 0.001, following the
relation Z(r) = 0.02 (0.05+0.95/(1+ (r/rZ)

1.5)), where rZ =
20 kpc. The initial magnetic field is azimuthal, with a seed value
taken to be |B| = B0/(1 + (r/rB)

2)βB , which is later amplified.
This field extends throughout the ICM, with B0 = 0.3µG, rB =
20 kpc, and βB = 0.375. The initial cosmic ray energy density is
set in equi-partition with the local magnetic energy density, though
both remain weak compared to the thermal energy. These initial
conditions are run adiabatically (without cooling or star formation)
for 50 Myr to allow for the dissipation of any initial transients.

Our initial conditions produce X-ray luminosities in the 0.5–7
keV band of ∼ 3 × 1043 erg, s−1 (Su et al. 2024), which are con-
sistent with observational data (Reiprich & Böhringer 2002; Stanek
et al. 2006). We note that a resolution study is presented in the ap-
pendix of Su et al. (2019). To improve convergence, we employ a
hierarchical super-Lagrangian refinement technique (Su et al. 2019,
2020) to achieve a mass resolution of approximately 3 × 104 M⊙
in the core region and along the z-axis where the jet is introduced.
This resolution is significantly higher than that of most previous
global simulations. The mass resolution decreases with both radius
(r3d) and distance from the z-axis (r2d), scaling roughly as r3d
and 2r2d/10 kpc, down to a minimum resolution (maximum mass)
of 2 × 106 M⊙. The finest resolution is focused in regions where
either r3d or r2d is less than 10 kpc.

2.2 Black hole accretion

For the BH accretion we utilize a gravitational torque derived
growth mode following Hopkins & Quataert (2010) and Hopkins
& Quataert (2011). The model assumes accretion is regulated by
gravitational torques from asymmetries in the gravitational poten-
tial including collisionless interactions with (dark matter and star)
particles and the gas, and gaseous self-interaction. The accretion
rate is given by:

Ṁacc = Cacc
(MBH/Md)

1/6MgasΩ

1 + 3(Md/109 M⊙)1/3(Mgas/Md)
, (1)

where Mgas and Md are the total gas mass and the total mass
of angular-momentum-supported material in the black hole ker-
nel; Ω =

√
GMtot/R3 is the dynamical frequency at the force-

softening radius, enclosing a total mass of Mtot. We also account
for unresolved stellar feedback effects on the accretion kernel scale
by assuming stellar feedback decouples a fraction of the material,
following Grudić et al. (2019); Hopkins et al. (2022a). As a result,
the accretion efficiency is modified as:

Cacc =
ag,eff

ag,crit + ag,eff
, (2)

where ag,eff is the gravitational acceleration at the black hole kernel
scale and ag,crit ∼ 10−7 cm s−2.

The accreted mass is first added to a sub-grid alpha disk,
which acts as a reservoir of mass Mα. The black hole is then fed
with ṀBH = Mα/tα, where the accretion timescale is given by:

tα = 42Myr

(
1 +MBH

Mα

)0.4

. (3)

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2021)
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Table 1. Properties of Initial Conditions for the Simulations/Halos Studied In This Paper

Resolution DM halo Stellar Bulge Stellar Disc Gas Disc Gas Halo
Model R200 ϵmin

g mg MDM rdh ρ0 Mbaryon Mb a Md rd Mgd rgd Mgh rgh β

(kpc) (pc) (M⊙) (M⊙) (kpc) (g/cm3) (M⊙) (M⊙) (kpc) (M⊙) (kpc) (M⊙) (kpc) (M⊙) (kpc)

m14 880 1 3e4 6.7e13 220 4.3e-26 9.6e12 2.0e11 3.9 2.0e10 3.9 1.0e10 3.9 9.4e12 22 0.5

Parameters of the galaxy/halo model studied in this work (Section 2.1): (1) Model name. The number following ‘m’ labels the approximate logarithmic halo
mass. (2) R200. The radius that encloses an average density of 200 times the critical density. (3) ϵmin

g : Minimum gravitational force softening for gas (the
softening for gas in all simulations is adaptive, and matched to the hydrodynamic resolution; here, we quote the minimum Plummer equivalent softening). (4)
mg : Gas mass (resolution element). There is a resolution gradient for m14, so its mg is the mass of the highest resolution elements. (5) MDM: Dark matter
halo mass. (6) rdh: NFW halo scale radius. (7) ρ0: Density normalization of NFW halo. (8) Mbaryon: Total baryonic mass. (9) Mb: Bulge mass. (10) a:
Bulge Hernquist-profile scale-length. (11) Md : Stellar disc mass. (12) rd : Stellar disc exponential scale-length. (13) Mgd: Gas disc mass. (14) rgd: Gas
disc exponential scale-length. (15) Mgh: Hydrostatic gas halo mass. (16) rgh: Hydrostatic gas halo β profile scale-length. (17) β: Hydrostatic gas halo β
profile value.

2.3 The AGN jet and cosmic rays

We launch the jet with a particle spawning method, which creates
new gas cells (resolution elements) from the central black hole.
With this method, we have better control of the jet properties as the
launching is less dependent on the neighbor-finding results. We can
also enforce a higher resolution for the jet elements. The numeri-
cal method adopted in this work is similar to Torrey et al. (2020),
which studied the effects of broad absorption line (BAL) wind feed-
back on disk galaxies. The spawned gas particles have a mass res-
olution of 5000 M⊙ and are forbidden to de-refine (merge into a
regular gas element) before they decelerate to 10% of the launch
velocity. Two particles are spawned in opposite jet directions at the
same time when the accumulated jet mass flux reaches twice the
target spawned particle mass, so linear momentum is always ex-
actly conserved. Initially, the spawned particle is randomly placed
on a sphere with a radius of r0, which is either 10 pc or half the dis-
tance between the black hole and the closest gas particle, whichever
is smaller. If the particle is initialized at a position (r0, θ0, ϕ0) and
the jet opening angle of a specific model is θop, the initial velocity
direction of the jet will be set at 2θopθ0/π for θ0 < π/2 and at
π − 2θop(π − θ0)/π for θ0 > π/2. With this, the projected paths
of any two particles will not intersect. We have θ0 = 1o for all runs
in this work. For the runs without jet precession, the jet direction
is at the z axis. For the run with jet precession, the jet precesses
around the z axis with a precession angle of θp = 45o, and with
precession period tp.

For the spawned jet particles, we initialize their velocity (Vjet),
temperature (Tjet), and magnetic field (Bjet). For the cosmic rays,
we consider two cases: cosmic rays that are injected near the black
hole and cosmic rays injected at jet-driven shock fronts on large
scales.

• Cosmic rays near the black hole vicinity: The motivation
for injecting cosmic rays in the vicinity of the black hole is to
model cosmic rays accelerated by sub-resolution (sbugrid) physics.
To achieve this, we assign a fixed cosmic ray energy per unit mass
(eCR,BH) to the newly spawned jet particles.
• Cosmic rays at the large-scale jet-driven shock front: The

motivation here is to model cosmic rays accelerated at the primary
jet-driven shock via Fermi acceleration. As a simple model for this
process, we inject cosmic rays when the spawned jet particles de-
celerate to 1/4 of their initial velocity, at which point they have

almost surely encountered a strong shock 3. The cosmic ray en-
ergy injected at that point is, once again, implemented with a fixed
energy per unit mass (eCR, jet).

For the runs with constant jet fluxes, we also keep a constant
mass flux of jet (Ṁjet). For the runs with live accretion, as de-
scribed in Section 2.2, the mass flux of the jet is tied to the black
hole accretion rate as follows:

Ṁjet = ηjet,massṀBH, (4)

where ηjet,mass is the constant feedback mass loading.
With the prescription above, the net energy flux from the jet

is:

Ėjet = Ṁjet

(
1

2
V 2
jet +

3kTjet

2µmp
+

B2
jet

2ρ
+ eCR,BH + eCR, jet

)
,

≡ ṀBHc
2 (ηkin + ηth + ηmag + ηCR,BH + ηCR, jet) (5)

where µ is the averaged particle mass with respect to the proton
mass, mp is the proton mass and ρ is the density at the black hole
vicinity.

We conduct a set of runs with constant energy flux to explore
the impact of injecting cosmic rays at the large-scale jet-driven
shock front and how this interacts with other jet parameters. The
list of runs and their parameters is provided in Table 2. In addition,
we performed a more extensive set of runs to test how the previ-
ously described variations couple with black hole accretion. The
list of these runs and their parameters is provided in Table 3.

3 RESULTS FOR CONSTANT-FLUX-JET RUNS

In this section, we discuss the 5 simulations with constant energy
flux jets, with varied opening angles, precession periods, and cos-
mic ray injection sites.

3.1 The star formation rate for runs with constant flux jets

The star formation rate and the net change in core baryonic mass
for the constant energy flux jet runs are shown in Fig. 1. The bary-
onic mass accounts for the sum of gas mass and stellar mass within
30 kpc. With a sufficiently high energy flux (6 × 1043 erg s−1),
comparable to the free-fall energy at the cooling radius, both jet

3 Assuming an adiabatic index of γ = 5/3 and strong shock conditions,
the post-shock velocity is reduced to 1/4 of the pre-shock velocity.

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2021)
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Table 2. Physics variations for constant-flux runs

Results Input Jet Fluxes Other Jet Parameters
Model ∆t SFR Summary Ėkin Ėth Ėmag ĖCR,BH ĖCR,jet Ṁ v Ṗ T B θop θp Tp

Gyr M⊙ yr−1 erg s−1 M⊙ yr−1 km s−1 cgs K G deg deg Myr
NoJet 1.5 42 CF N/A N/A N/A N/A
fixed-v1e4-CRBH0.1-pr100 1 3.5 quenched 5.8e43 1.9e41 2.3e41 5.8e42 0 2 9.5e3 3.9e34 1e7 1e-3 1 45 100
fixed-v1e4-CRshock0.1 0.74 26 CF 5.8e43 1.9e41 1.2e41 0 5.8e42 2 9.5e3 3.9e34 1e7 1e-3 1 N/A N/A
fixed-v1e4-CRshock0.1-iso 1 1.6 quenched 5.8e43 1.9e41 2.1e41 0 5.8e42 2 9.5e3 3.9e34 1e7 1e-3 90 45 100
fixed-v1e4-CRshock0.1-pr100 1 1.3 quenched 5.8e43 1.9e41 2.3e41 0 5.8e42 2 9.5e3 3.9e34 1e7 1e-3 1 45 100
fixed-v1e4-CRshock0.1-pr10 1 2.7 quenched 5.8e43 1.9e41 2.3e41 0 5.8e42 2 9.5e3 3.9e34 1e7 1e-3 1 45 10

Columns list: (1) Model name: The naming of each model starts with fixed or live, indicating whether it has live accretion. It is then followed by the type of
CR jet, with CR launched at the BH vicinity ‘CRBH’ or at the jet-driven shock front ‘CRshock’. Next is the fraction of energy in cosmic rays. All runs are
with small open-angle jets, except for the run labeled ‘iso’, which has an isotropic wind. The number following pr indicates the processing period in Myr. (2)
∆t: Simulation duration. All simulations are run to 1Gyr, unless the halo is completely completely unaffected. (3) The SFR averaged over the 0.8-1 Gyr (or
the last 0.2 Gyr). (4) Summary of the results: ‘CF’ and ‘quenched’ correspond, respectively, to an SFR of ≳ 5M⊙ yr−1 and ≲ 5M⊙ yr−1. (5, 6, 7) Ėkin,
Ėth, and Ėmag tabulate the total energy input of the corresponding form. The magnetic energy flux is the time-averaged value. (8) ĖCR,BH and ĖCR, jet:
The CR energy flux launched around a black hole or at the large-scale jet-driven shock front. (9, 10, 11) Ṁ , v, and Ṗ tabulate the mass flux, jet velocity, and
momentum flux, respectively. (12) T: The initial temperature of the jet. (13) B: The maximum initial magnetic field strength of the jet. (14) θop: The opening
angle of the jet or wind. (15) θp: The precession angle of the jet or wind. (16) Tp: Precession period.

Table 3. Physics variations for live accretion runs

Results Input Jet Fluxes Other Jet Parameters CR in SNe
Model ∆t Summary ηkin ηth ηmag ηCR,BH ηCR,jet ηjet,mass v T B θop θp Tp fCR, SNe

Gyr km s−1 K G deg deg Myr
NoJet 1.5 CF N/A N/A N/A N/A 0
live-v1e4-CRBH0.1-pr100 1.2 slight ↓ 5e-3 1.6e-5 4.0e-6 (2.0e-7) 5e-4 0 9 1e4 1e7 1e-4 1 45 100 0
live-v1e4-CRshock0.1 1.2 CF 5e-3 1.6e-5 1.7e-6 (2.2e-7) 0 5e-4 9 1e4 1e7 1e-4 1 N/A N/A 0
live-v1e4-CRshock0.1-pr100 2 slight ↓ 5e-3 1.6e-5 4.9e-5 (8.8e-7) 0 5e-4 9 1e4 1e7 1e-4 1 45 100 0
live-v1e4-CRshock0.1-pr10 1.1 slight ↓ 5e-3 1.6e-5 1.6e-5 (1.5e-6) 0 5e-4 9 1e4 1e7 1e-4 1 45 10 0
live-v1e4-CRshock0.3-pr100 2.8 episodic q 5e-3 1.6e-5 2.4e-4 (3.1e-6) 0 1.5e-3 9 1e4 1e7 1e-4 1 45 100 0
live-v1e4-CRshock0.3-pr10 1 episodic q 5e-3 1.6e-5 4.3e-5 (6.0e-6) 0 1.5e-3 9 1e4 1e7 1e-4 1 45 10 0
live-v3e4-CRshock0.1-pr10 0.85 CF 4.5e-2 1.6e-5 3.6e-4 (9.4e-4) 0 4.5e-3 9 3e4 1e7 1e-4 1 45 10 0
live-v1e4-CRshock0.1-CRSNe-pr100 1.4 episodic q 5e-3 1.6e-5 3.4e-5 (7.0e-7) 0 5e-4 9 1e4 1e7 1e-4 1 45 100 0.1
live-v1e4-NoCR 1.2 slight ↓ 5e-3 1.6e-5 6.3e-8 (8.8e-8) 0 0 9 1e4 1e7 1e-4 1 N/A N/A 0
live-v1e4-NoCR-pr100 2 slight ↓ 5e-3 1.6e-5 9.9e-6 (8.1e-8) 0 0 9 1e4 1e7 1e-4 1 45 100 0
live-v3e3-CRBH1 1 slight ↓ 4.5e-4 1.6e-5 8.9e-5 (4.2e-5) 0 5e-3 9 3e3 1e7 1e-4 1 N/A N/A 0

This is a partial list of simulations studied here: each halo was run with jet models and fluxes scaled from the more successful m14 run we concluded in Paper
III. Columns list: (1) Model name: The naming of each model starts with fixed or live, indicating whether it has live accretion. It is then followed by the type
of CR jet, with CR launched at the BH vicinity ‘CRBH’ or at the jet-driven shock front ‘CRshock’ or no CR ‘NoCR’. Next is the fraction of energy in cosmic
rays.‘CRSNe’ represents the inclusion of cosmic rays from supernovae. All runs are with small open-angle jets. The number following pr indicates the
processing period in Myr. (2) ∆t: Simulation duration. All simulations are run to 1Gyr, unless the halo is completely unaffected. (3) Summary of the results:
‘CF’ indicates that the cooling flow is barely suppressed. ‘Episodic q’ means that star formation is suppressed to ≲ 5M⊙ yr−1 episodically. ‘Slight ↓’
includes everything that falls in between. (4, 5, 6) ηkin, ηth, and ηmag tabulate the energy efficiency of the corresponding form. The magnetic energy
efficiency is expressed as the time-averaged value, while the value in parentheses represents the mass-weighted average. (7,8) ηCR,BH and ηCR, jet: The CR
energy efficiency for the CR launched around a black hole or at the large-scale jet-driven shock front. (9) ηjet,mass: The feedback mass loading. (10) v: Jet
velocity. (11) T: The initial temperature of the jet. (12) B: The maximum initial magnetic field strength of the jet; (t) and (p) denote toroidal and poloidal,
respectively. (13) θop: The opening angle of the jet or wind. (14) θp: The precession angle of the jet or wind. (15) Tp: Precession period. (16) fCR, SNe: CR
energy fraction in SNe.

models—whether cosmic rays are injected near the black hole or at
the large-scale jet-driven shock front—quench star formation and
suppress cooling flows. When CRs are injected near the black hole,
star formation is suppressed more rapidly. However, when CRs are
injected at the large-scale jet-driven shock front, although they start
out being slightly less effective at the beginning of the run, the
quenching effect picks up and by ∼0.5 Gyr, it becomes compa-
rable to the dynamical time at a few tens of kpc, where most of the
CRs are deposited. After that point, the jet model with CR injec-
tion at the jet-driven shock front becomes slightly more effective at
quenching star formation. A similar trend is observed in the panel
showing the core baryonic mass. Initially, the jet with CRs injected
near the black hole suppresses the core baryonic mass more effi-
ciently. After ∼ 0.5 Gyr, the jet with CRs injected at the large-scale
jet-driven shock front becomes slightly more effective in suppress-

ing the cooling flow, resulting in a marginally weaker growth of the
core baryonic mass.

In the runs with cosmic rays injected at the large-scale shock
front, we also varied the jet precession and jet opening angle. In
most of these runs, the energy flux effectively quenches star forma-
tion. The only exception is the non-precessing run, where CRs cou-
ple at the shock front. In this case, the jet cocoon remains narrow,
and the shock front is pushed progressively outward. As a result, a
large fraction of the CR energy is deposited at radii over 100 kpc,
concentrated within a narrow opening angle, which has little im-
pact on the bulk cooling flows. The CR map can be seen in Fig. 3
and will be discussed in Section 3.2.

Introducing some degree of precession or increasing the jet’s
opening angle makes the jet much more efficient at quenching star
formation, consistent with our previous findings reported in Su
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Ṁ
?

[M
�

yr
−

1 ]

BH vs shocks

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Time [Gyr]

−2

0

2

4

6

8

∆M
ba

ry
on

[M
�

]

NoJet
CR at BH
CR at shocks

CR & Precession

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Time [Gyr]

NoJet
shocks, non-precessing
shocks, isotropic
shocks, 10 Myr precession
shocks, 100Myr prcession

Figure 1. Star formation rate (top) and core baryonic mass within 30 kpc
(bottom) for the constant jet energy flux runs. With the same energy flux,
injecting cosmic rays at the jet-driven shock front (CRshock0.1-pr100Myr)
results in delayed suppression of star formation compared to injecting cos-
mic rays near the black hole (CRBH0.1-pr100Myr). Additionally, faster
variations in wind direction (‘iso’, pr10Myr’, ‘pr100Myr’ from fastest to
slowest) lead to greater suppression of early star formation.

et al. (2021). However, we did not include CRs in that subset of
simulations. The run with isotropic winds generates shocks on the
smallest scales. The wind itself, along with the injected CRs, sig-
nificantly affects the ISM gas, leading to the fastest suppression of
the star formation rate.

In the two runs with precessing jets, the shorter the precession
period is, the more suppressed the early (<0.5Gyr) star formation
is, and the faster quenching occurs. This is because a longer pre-
cession period allows the jet to remain aligned in the same direc-
tion for a longer time, pushing the shock front farther out. As the
shock front and the region where CRs are deposited move outward,
quenching occurs over a longer timescale but at a slower rate. The
difference in CR profiles is seen in Fig. 2 and will be discussed in
Section 3.2.

It is worth noting that both variations with precessing jets do
not suppress star formation as quickly as the isotropic wind case.
The isotropic wind run can essentially be seen as a jet precess-
ing randomly with a period of 5,000 years, which corresponds to
the time between two particle spawning events given our mass flux
(2 M⊙ yr−1) and the spawned particle mass (5000M⊙). This sup-
ports the idea that longer duty cycles result in quenching over larger
radii but with a temporally slower effect. After approximately 0.6
Gyr—a sufficiently long time for the jet with the longest precession
period (100 Myr) to quench—the star formation rate and the varia-
tions in core baryonic mass converge despite earlier differences.

3.2 Cosmic ray distribution and the pressure gradient for
runs with constant flux jets

As noted in our previous works (Su et al. 2021, 2024), the cosmic
ray pressure gradient is a key factor in causing cosmic ray jets to
quench more efficiently. Here, we examine the distribution of cos-

mic ray pressure along with the thermal pressure gradient for the
constant energy flux runs.

Fig. 2 shows the radial profiles of mass-weighted median pres-
sure. The shaded region represents the 2-sigma range above and
below the median (i.e., the 2% and 98% percentiles). In the upper
panel, where we compare runs with cosmic rays injected near the
black hole and at the large-scale jet-driven shock front, we observe
that the latter case results in a more extended cosmic ray distribu-
tion. This is evident in the mass-weighted median and even more
pronounced in the 98th percentile of the cosmic ray distribution.
The cosmic ray morphological distribution is shown more intu-
itively in Fig. 3. In the run where cosmic rays are injected at the
large-scale shock front (CRshock0.1-pr100Myr’, lower left), the
cosmic ray distribution is more extended compared to the run with
cosmic rays injected near the black hole (CRBH0.1-pr100Myr’, up-
per left).

In the runs where cosmic rays are injected at the large-scale
jet-driven shock front without jet precession (CRshock0.1), the
mass-weighted median cosmic ray pressure appears lowest at large
radii and most concentrated within 10 kpc. This occurs because
cosmic rays in this case are confined to a finite volume with a
small mass, covering a narrow opening angle, which does not sig-
nificantly affect the median. However, the 98th percentile (upper
edge of the shaded region) reveals that cosmic rays are, in fact,
distributed over the largest radii in this run. This is also visually ap-
parent in Fig. 3, where the ‘CRshock0.1’ run exhibits the narrowest
jet cocoon with cosmic rays extending to very large radii.

Finally, we compare the runs with isotropic winds and pre-
cessing jets with different periods, for when cosmic rays are in-
jected at the shock front. Consistent with the discussion in Sec-
tion 3.1, the faster the variation in jet direction, from fast to slow,
as seen in the runs ‘CRshock0.1-iso’, ‘CRshock0.1-pr10Myr’, and
‘CRshock0.1-pr100Myr’—the less extended the cosmic ray profile
becomes, as reflected in the mass-weighted median.

These variations in cosmic ray profiles significantly affect the
cosmic ray pressure distributions, which in turn has a major impact
on the suppression of cooling flows. Fig. 4 illustrates the pressure-
gradient driven acceleration in comparison with the gravitational
acceleration and the net inward centrifugal acceleration (gravita-
tional acceleration minus rotational support) for the snapshot after
1 Gyr. At this time, except for the non-precessing run, the pressure
gradient in all other runs is comparable to the centrifugal accelera-
tion at 10-30 kpc, indicating a significant effect. Notably, the radius
where the cosmic ray pressure gradient is most important is around
10-30 kpc, which is roughly around the cooling radius of this sys-
tem. At this radius, radiative cooling is efficient and the thermal
pressure gradient (red line) is not effective. Beyond this radius, the
thermal pressure gradient becomes dominant.

3.3 Gas profiles for runs with constant flux jets

Fig. 5 shows the density, temperature, and entropy profiles for all
constant-flux jet runs. All profiles fall reasonably within the ob-
served range for cool-core clusters. The non-precessing run ex-
hibits the densest core, consistent with an unaffected cooling flow
and a high star formation rate. In contrast, the isotropic wind run
maintains more shocks at small radii, resulting in the most strongly
heated core.
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Figure 2. Mass-weighted median cosmic ray pressure profile (calculated
over 0.95–1 Gyr or the last 50 Myr of the run) of the constant jet energy
flux runs. The shaded region represents the 2% and 98% percentiles at
each radius. Injecting cosmic rays at the large-scale jet-driven shock front
(CRshock0.1-pr100Myr) produces a slightly more extended cosmic ray dis-
tribution compared to injecting cosmic rays near the black hole (CRBH0.1-
pr100Myr). Faster changes in feedback direction (from fast to slow: ‘iso’,
‘pr10Myr’, ‘pr100Myr’) lead to more concentrated cosmic ray profiles. In
the non-precessing jet case (CRshock0.1), the most extended cosmic rays
are visible only in the 98th percentile, as the cosmic rays are concentrated
in a small volume with little mass.

4 RESULTS FOR LIVE-ACCRETION RUNS

Having demonstrated the effects of different cosmic ray injection
sites, jet widths, and precession rates, we now couple these to a
live gravitational-torque accretion model. When coupling the AGN
jet to the accretion model, the resulting black hole accretion rate,
which determines the overall jet fluxes, becomes important.

In the following sections, we discuss each variation individu-
ally, including CR injection sites (Section 4.1), jet precession (Sec-
tion 4.2), the fraction of energy in CRs (Section 4.3), and jet veloc-
ity (Section 4.4). For each run, we examine the black hole accre-
tion rate, star formation rate, core baryonic mass (Fig. 6), density
around the black hole (Fig. 7), cosmic ray profile (Fig. 8) and mor-
phology (Fig. 9), cosmic ray pressure gradient (Fig. 10), and gas
profiles (Fig. 11).

4.1 Cosmic rays at the black hole vicinity versus the shock
front

In addition to the stellar and core baryon properties, Fig. 6 shows,
in the 3rd to 6th rows, the black hole accretion rate, jet mass flux,
total jet energy flux, and the jet energy flux in cosmic rays. The first
column compares the case where cosmic rays are injected near the
black hole versus at the large-scale jet-driven shock front. Injecting
cosmic rays near the black hole leads to more episodic accretion,
especially in the early stages of the simulation. In the run where
cosmic rays carry an order-of-unity fraction of the energy and are
injected near the black hole (CRBH1), the episodic deposition of
cosmic rays suppresses the accretion rate by over an order of mag-

nitude, with periods of 100 − 200 Myr. A similar effect occurs
within the first 0.5 Gyr even when only 10% of the energy is in
cosmic rays and is deposited near the black hole. This is primar-
ily due to the effective suppression of density by cosmic rays, as
shown in Fig. 7, which plots the density around the black hole as
a function of time. Both runs exhibit several episodes of density
suppression within the first 0.5 Gyr.

In contrast, in the runs where cosmic rays are injected at the
large-scale shock front, this density suppression only occurs after
0.5 to 1 Gyr, resulting in a longer duty cycle period of 0.5 to 1 Gyr.
This behavior is observed even when a large fraction of the energy,
up to 30%, is in cosmic rays injected at the shock front, which we
will discuss later.

The varying jet fluxes, driven by different black hole accretion
histories and cosmic ray coupling methods, also impact the cos-
mic ray distribution and star formation history. In the uppermost
panel of Fig. 8, it is clear that, with otherwise identical conditions,
the run where cosmic rays are deposited at the large-scale shock
front (CRshock0.1-pr100Myr) results in a more extended and over-
all higher cosmic ray profile compared to the run where cosmic
rays are injected near the black hole (CRBH0.1-pr100Myr). This is
because the former run not only has a slightly higher average en-
ergy flux but also injects cosmic rays at larger radii. This is further
illustrated in the morphological plot (Fig. 9). The more extended
cosmic ray profile also significantly impacts the pressure gradient
profile. In the former run (with injection as the shock front), the
cosmic ray pressure gradient acceleration is comparable to the cen-
trifugal acceleration, whereas, in the latter case (BH injection), the
cosmic ray pressure gradient is negligible.

These differences contribute to the fact that the case with cos-
mic rays injected at the large-scale shock front results in slightly
more suppressed star formation and less growth of the core bary-
onic mass, indicating more suppression of the cooling flows, as
highlighted in the first two rows of Fig. 6. However, we note that
according to our previous work (Su et al. 2021), a purely precess-
ing kinetic jet without cosmic rays requires approximately 6×1043

erg s−1 to quench star formation, while a jet with cosmic ray en-
ergy flux of around 6 × 1042 erg s−1 is sufficient to achieve the
same effect. The average jet energy flux and cosmic ray flux in nei-
ther of the runs (CRshock0.1-pr100Myr and CRBH0.1-pr100Myr)
are sufficient to fully quench star formation. Note that the run with
0.3 of the energy in cosmic rays injected at the shock front appears
to be sufficient and will be discussed later. Even in the run where
cosmic rays carry a significant fraction of the energy flux but are
injected near the black hole (CRBH1), the highly episodic suppres-
sion of black hole accretion, as mentioned earlier, results in an av-
erage cosmic ray energy flux that is still insufficient to quench star
formation, despite the high cosmic ray pressure gradient (Fig. 10)
caused by the elevated cosmic ray profile (Fig. 8).

We emphasize that cosmic rays from supernovae enhance the
quenching effect. Including cosmic rays from SNe (CRshock0.1-
CRSNe-pr100Myr) results in a slightly more extended cosmic ray
profile (see Fig. 8) and noticeably greater suppression of star forma-
tion compared to the corresponding run without SNe cosmic rays
(CRshock0.1-pr100Myr) (Fig. 6). At one point, the star formation
rate briefly dropped to below 5M⊙ yr−1, which we define as quies-
cent in this work. This is consistent with previous FIRE studies on
cosmic rays from SNe (e.g., Chan et al. 2019; Hopkins et al. 2019).

Despite the different cosmic ray injection methods, the den-
sity, temperature, and entropy profiles remain consistent with those
observed in cool-core clusters as shown in Fig. 11. Cosmic rays
at smaller radii (from either the black hole or supernovae) slightly
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Figure 3. Morphological plot of the constant jet energy flux runs for a central slice within |y| < 10 kpc (at 1 Gyr or at the end of the run). The upper half
shows the cosmic ray distribution, while the lower half displays the radial velocity. Blue curves represent the magnetic field lines. Injecting cosmic rays at the
large-scale jet-driven shock front (CRshock0.1-pr100Myr) results in a slightly more extended cosmic ray distribution compared to injection near the black hole
(CRBH0.1-pr100Myr). Faster changes in feedback direction (from fast to slow: ‘iso’, ‘pr10Myr’, ‘pr100Myr’) lead to more concentrated cosmic ray profiles.
The non-precessing jet (CRshock0.1) produces the narrowest beam of cosmic rays, reaching the largest radius.
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Figure 4. Comparison of gravitational, rotational, thermal pressure, and CR pressure gradient acceleration in the constant jet energy flux runs (averaged over
0.95–1 Gyr or the last 50 Myr of the run). The centrifugal acceleration is defined as GMenc/r2 − v2rot/r. In the core region, where cooling is rapid, the
thermal pressure gradient does not provide outward support. In all quenched runs (except for the non-precessing jet ‘CRshock0.1’ run), the cosmic ray pressure
gradient balances gravity in the core region.
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Figure 5. Mean gas density (top row), X-ray cooling luminosity-weighted
density (second row), luminosity-weighted temperature (third row), and
luminosity-weighted entropy (bottom row) versus radius, averaged over
0.95–1 Gyr or the last 50 Myr of the constant jet energy flux runs. The
shaded regions in the first row and the light curves in the bottom row rep-
resent the observational density and entropy profiles (scaled) for cool-core
(blue) and non-cool-core (red) clusters (McDonald et al. 2013), scaled to
account for halo mass differences. All runs reasonably match the observed
profiles for cool-core clusters. The isotropic wind (CR-shock0.1-iso) shock
heats the gas most at small radii, resulting in the hottest core.

suppress the density profile. When most of the jet energy is in cos-
mic rays, injection near the black hole can also slightly reduce the
density in the 10 to 20 kpc range.

4.2 Jet precession

The second column of Fig. 6 compares the runs with different jet
precession, with and without cosmic rays. Jet precession, com-
bined with cosmic rays injected at the shock front, also influences

black hole accretion. The shorter the precession period, the shorter
the black hole accretion duty cycle. The 10 Myr precession run
(CRshock0.1-pr10Myr) experiences an initial decline in the accre-
tion rate within 0.3 Gyr, with a duty cycle of less than 0.3 Gyr.
In contrast, the 100 Myr precession run (CRshock0.1-pr100Myr)
shows the first significant decline in the accretion rate after 1 Gyr
and exhibits a duty cycle ranging from 0.5 to 1 Gyr. This is consis-
tent with the idea that cosmic rays in the faster precession jet act on
gas on smaller scales, where the dynamical times are shorter. As a
result, the overall duty cycle period decreases.

As shown in Fig. 8 and Fig. 9, changes in precession also al-
ter the cosmic ray profiles. Consistent with our discussion in Sec-
tion 3.1, when cosmic rays are injected at the jet-driven shock front,
a longer precession periods result in more distant shocks and a more
extended cosmic ray profile. This extended profile, combined with
less episodic suppression of jet energy flux (due to reduced black
hole accretion), leads to a slightly lower star formation rate and a
smaller increase in the core baryonic mass from cooling flows, as
shown in Fig. 6.

In the run with no precession (CRshock0.1), the more ex-
tended cosmic ray profile is only visible in the 98th percentile
(Fig. 8) as it occupies a small fraction of the solid angle and mass
(Fig. 9). As a result, as shown in Fig. 10, the acceleration due to
the cosmic ray pressure gradient is the lowest compared to the two
runs with precession. Consequently, the star formation rate (Fig. 6)
is higher than in the other two runs with precession, as is the net
increase in the core baryonic mass.

4.3 Energy in cosmic rays

We also tested different fractions of energy in cosmic rays, ranging
from 0.1 to 0.3, injected at the jet-driven shock front for both cases
with different precession periods (10 Myr and 100 Myr). As shown
in the third column of Fig. 6, increasing the fraction of energy in
cosmic rays from 0.1 (‘CR-shock0.1-pr10Myr’ and ‘CR-shock0.1-
pr100Myr’) to 0.3 (‘CR-shock0.3-pr10Myr’ and ‘CR-shock0.3-
pr100Myr’) does not significantly affect the averaged black hole
accretion rate or the net jet mass and energy fluxes, regardless of
whether the precession period is 10 or 100 Myr because the jet spe-
cific energy is not changed by much. However, increasing the cos-
mic ray energy fraction slightly reduces the black hole accretion
duty cycle period during the first Gyr.

With an overall similar total energy flux, the runs with 0.3 of
the energy in cosmic rays have higher energy in cosmic rays, occa-
sionally reaching ≳ 6 × 1042 erg s−1, which is the required flux
to quench star formation, as outlined in (Su et al. 2021). Unsurpris-
ingly, both runs with the higher cosmic ray fraction also exhibit a
higher cosmic ray pressure profile (Fig. 8), a broader cosmic ray
distribution covering a wide solid angle (Fig. 9), and stronger ac-
celeration due to the cosmic ray pressure gradient (Fig. 10). All
of these factors result in more star formation suppression and less
core baryonic mass growth in both runs with a higher cosmic ray
fraction. In fact, both runs reach their lowest star formation rates of
≲ 5M⊙ yr−1, which we define as quenched.

In particular, we ran the ‘CR-shock0.3-pr100Myr’ case for an
extended period (about 2.5 Gyr). With its longer duty cycle (around
100 Myr) and higher cosmic ray energy fraction (0.3) injected at
the jet-driven shock front—both factors that aid in quenching, as
discussed above—this run was the most successful in quenching
star formation among all the live accretion runs. We observed a
quenching duty cycle of ≳ 0.5 Gyr.
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Figure 6. Comparison of star formation rate (first row), core baryonic mass within 30 kpc (second row), black hole accretion rate (third row), jet mass flux
(fourth row), jet energy flux (fifth row), and cosmic ray energy flux (bottom row) for the live-accretion runs. Unless otherwise mentioned, the plotted runs
have a 100 Myr precession period and 0.1 energy in CRs. Injecting cosmic rays at the large-scale shock front results in a longer black hole accretion duty
cycle and a higher overall cosmic ray energy flux, contributing to more effective quenching. Jets with longer precession periods push the shock front to larger
radii, extending the black hole accretion duty cycle period. Increasing the cosmic ray energy fraction while keeping the jet specific energy constant results in
a higher cosmic ray energy flux, leading to more effective quenching. The run with 30% of the jet energy in cosmic rays, deposited at the shock front of a
precessing jet with a 100 Myr period (CRshock0.3-pr100Myr), successfully quenches star formation with a quenching duty cycle period of ≳ 100 Myr.
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Figure 7. The density around the black hole vicinity for a subset of runs.
Injecting cosmic rays near the black hole results in episodic suppression of
density in the vicinity of the black hole during the first 0.5 Gyr. When a
significant fraction of the energy is in cosmic rays and deposited near the
black hole, the density suppression becomes very pronounced.

4.4 Jet velocity

Finally, we included a run with a similar fraction of energy in cos-
mic rays (0.1), but with an overall higher jet specific energy, mani-
fested in the higher jet velocity reaching 3 × 104 km s−1 (v3e4-
CRshock0.1-pr100Myr). The much higher jet velocity results in
a more isotropic jet cocoon (Fig. 9), which does not reach as far
(Fig. 8). This is consistent with our findings in Su et al. (2021,
2024) and can be explained by the toy model describing jet prop-
agation presented in those works. Since much of the energy is re-
tained at smaller radii, this leads to highly episodic suppression of
black hole accretion and jet energy fluxes, as shown in the fourth
column of Fig. 6. On average, the energy flux is much lower than
in any run with lower specific energy. Consequently, star formation
and cooling flows are barely affected.

4.5 Factors leading to more efficient quenching

Based on the results above, we highlight the factors that make
quenching more effective for jet feedback models with a portion
of energy in cosmic rays and live accretion:

• Cosmic rays at the jet-driven shock front: Injecting cosmic
rays at large-scale shock fronts results in a more extended cosmic
ray distribution, which does not suppress the density near the black
hole as much. This also allows for a higher overall AGN feedback
energy flux, contributing to more effective quenching.
• Optimal jet velocity of ≲ 104 km s−1: Cosmic rays are most

effective when deposited near the cooling radius. If the jet velocity
is much higher than this, the jet becomes lighter and isotropizes at
very small radii (see Su et al. 2021, 2024), leading to black hole ac-
cretion being suppressed by the energy concentrated near the black
hole.
• Optimal precession period ≲ 100 Myr: A longer precession

period allows the jet to stay in a given direction for longer, driving
the shock front further out. We find that a precession period of ≲
100 Myr results in most of the shock manifesting at a few tens of
kpc, around the cooling radius. Depositing cosmic rays there makes
quenching most efficient.
• Higher fraction of energy in cosmic rays: A higher fraction

of energy in cosmic rays, given similar jet specific energy, results in
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Figure 8. Mass-weighted median cosmic ray pressure profile (calculated
over 0.95–1 Gyr or the last 50 Myr of the run) for the live accretion runs.
The shaded region represents the 2% and 98% percentiles at each radius.
Unless otherwise mentioned, the plotted runs have a 100 Myr precession
period and 0.1 energy in CRs. Injecting cosmic rays at the large-scale
jet-driven shock front (CRshock0.1-pr100Myr) produces a slightly more
extended cosmic ray distribution compared to injecting cosmic rays near
the black hole (CRBH0.1-pr100Myr). Faster changes in feedback direction
(from fast to slow: ‘pr10Myr’, ‘pr100Myr’) result in more concentrated cos-
mic ray profiles. In the non-precessing jet case (CRshock0.1), the most ex-
tended cosmic rays are visible only in the 98th percentile, as they are con-
centrated in a small volume with little mass. Including cosmic rays from
supernovae and increasing the fraction of AGN feedback energy in cosmic
rays enhances the overall cosmic ray pressure profile. Higher jet velocity
leads to a more isotropic jet cocoon, with energy concentrated at smaller
radii.

a greater cosmic ray energy flux, which is more effective at quench-
ing than other energy forms.
• Cosmic rays from SNe: Including cosmic rays from super-

novae works synergistically with AGN cosmic rays to suppress
cooling flows and star formation more effectively.

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2021)
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Figure 9. Morphological plot of the live accretion runs for a central slice within |y| < 10 kpc (at 1 Gyr or at the end of the run). The upper half shows the
cosmic ray distribution, while the lower half displays the radial velocity. Blue curves represent the magnetic field lines. Injecting cosmic rays at the large-
scale jet-driven shock front (CRshock0.1-pr100Myr) results in a slightly more extended cosmic ray distribution compared to injection near the black hole
(CRBH0.1-pr100Myr). Faster changes in feedback direction (from fast to slow: ‘pr10Myr’, ‘pr100Myr’) lead to more concentrated cosmic ray profiles. The
non-precessing jet (CRshock0.1) produces the narrowest beam of cosmic rays, reaching the largest radius. Higher jet velocity leads to a more isotropic jet
cocoon, with energy concentrated at smaller radii.

5 DISCUSSION

5.1 Eenergy flux required for cosmic rays to quench star
formation

Following the approach outlined in Su et al. (2020, 2021), input
energy of any form should, at a minimum, offset the gravitational
collapse of the cooling gas:

Ėmin ∼ Ṁcoolvff [Rcool]
2

∼ 1043 erg s−1

(
Ṁcool

100M⊙ yr−1

)(
vff [Rcool]

300 km s−1

)2

. (6)

We also determined the required cosmic ray flux needed to
suppress cooling flows by building up a pressure gradient. If cos-
mic ray losses are negligible and the CRs become quasi-isotropic,
with an effective isotropic diffusivity κ̃ (which accounts for both
streaming and advection), the steady-state cosmic ray pressure can
be approximated as PCR(r) ∼ ĖCR/12π κ̃ r, as shown in several
studies (Butsky & Quinn 2018; Hopkins et al. 2019; Ji et al. 2020;
Hopkins et al. 2021a,b,c; Butsky et al. 2023).

To compare the outward acceleration from the CR pressure

gradient, ρ−1∇P , to the gravitational force (∼ v2c/r) where vc is
the circular velocity, CR pressure can support the gas if the follow-
ing condition is met:

ĖCR ≳ 1043 erg s−1(
1029

κ̃

) ( ngas

0.01 cm−3

) (
rcool
30 kpc

) ( vc
500 km s−1

)2

.

(7)

Here, the cooling radius (rcool) is approximately 30 kpc, the density
within the cooling radius (ngas) is approximately 0.01 cm−3, and
the diffusivity value used is 1029 cm2 s−1 (see Chan et al. 2019;
Hopkins et al. 2019, 2021c).

These calculation provides a rough estimate for the required
cosmic ray energy flux to support the gas, which is consistent with
our simulations (see CR energy fluxes in Fig. 1 and Fig. 6).

5.2 Observational implications in gamma-ray wavelengths

Given the cosmic ray energy flux above, a rough estimate of the
gamma-ray flux from hadronic processes is provided by Guo & Oh

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2021)
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Figure 10. Comparison of gravitational, rotational, thermal pressure, and CR pressure gradient acceleration in the live accretion runs (averaged over 0.95–1
Gyr or the last 50 Myr of the run). The centrifugal acceleration is defined as GMenc/r2 − v2rot/r. In the core region, where cooling is rapid, the thermal
pressure gradient does not provide outward support. The stronger the suppression due to cosmic rays (e.g., from a higher CR fraction or the addition of CRs
from SNe), the higher the cosmic ray pressure gradient acceleration compared to gravitational acceleration. The only exception is the run where an order-of-
unity fraction of energy is deposited in cosmic rays near the black hole (CRBH1). In this case, despite the strong CR pressure gradient acceleration, the highly
episodic AGN feedback results in a lower cumulative energy flux, making it less effective at quenching.

(2008):

Ėγ =

∫
7.51× 10−16

(
5

6

)
PCR

γCR − 1
nHdV

=

∫
7.51× 10−16

(
5

6

)
ĖCRr

3κ̃(γCR − 1)
nHdr

∼ 2.5× 1042erg s−1

(
ĖCR

1043erg s−1

)(
r

30kpc

)( nH

0.01cm−3

)
≳ 1042erg s−1(
1029

κ̃

) ( ngas

0.01 cm−3

)2
(

r

30 kpc

)2 ( vc
500 km s−1

)2

,

(8)

where γCR = 4/3 is the adiabatic index for cosmic rays, and we
assume that most of the gamma-ray energy flux originates from gas
within the cooling radius.

This value is barely within the observational limits (∼ 1.8 ×
1042, erg, s−1) set by FERMI-LAT for the Coma cluster (Acker-
mann et al. 2016; Wiener & Zweibel 2019). We plot the accu-
mulated gamma-ray flux up to a certain radius for all our runs in

Fig. 12. Notably, although all our runs fall within this upper bound,
the values from a few runs are quite close to this limit. Some runs
exhibit a much lower gamma-ray flux.

From the plot, we can identify several factors influencing the
gamma-ray flux, summarized as follows:

• Location of CR injection: Injecting cosmic rays near the
black hole results in higher cosmic ray pressure at small radii, lead-
ing to an increased gamma-ray flux in those regions, as observed
in the ‘fixed-CRBH0.1-pr100Myr’ run (first panel) and the ‘live-
CRBH0.1-pr100Myr’ run (third panel) in Fig. 12.
• CR fraction in AGN feedback: Among all the runs with con-

stant energy flux and live accretion, the run predicting the highest
gamma-ray flux is ‘live-CRBH1’, where most of the feedback en-
ergy is in cosmic rays (third panel in Fig. 12), even though its av-
erage cosmic ray flux from the jet is not the highest. Reducing the
cosmic ray fraction to 0.3 lowers the gamma-ray flux by at least a
factor of 2, while reducing the fraction to 0.1 decreases it by at least
a factor of 5.
• Feedback geometry: As noted in Section 3, isotropic winds

cause most shocks to occur at small radii. Consequently, injecting
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Figure 11. Mean gas density (top row), X-ray cooling luminosity-weighted density (second row), luminosity-weighted temperature (third row), and luminosity-
weighted entropy (bottom row) versus radius, averaged over 0.95–1 Gyr or the last 50 Myr of the live accretion runs. Unless otherwise mentioned, the plotted
runs have a 100 Myr precession period and 0.1 energy in CRs. The shaded regions in the first row and the light curves in the bottom row represent the
observational density and entropy profiles (scaled) for cool-core (blue) and non-cool-core (red) clusters (McDonald et al. 2013), scaled to account for halo
mass differences. All runs reasonably match the observed profiles for cool-core clusters. A higher cosmic ray fraction deposited at the large-scale shock front
results in slightly suppressed density within 30 kpc.

cosmic rays at the shock front increases cosmic ray density and
gamma-ray flux in the center within 20 kpc, as seen in the ‘fixed-
CRshock0.1-iso’ run (second panel in Fig. 12). At the smallest ra-
dius < 5kpc, the suppressed density due to isotropic wind results
in a lower gamma-ray flux. In contrast, collimated feedback in the
form of jets generally shifts the shocks to larger radii, reducing both
cosmic ray pressure and gamma-ray flux in the center. The excep-
tion is the ‘CRshock0.1’ run, where a strong cooling flow increases
gas density within 10 kpc, thereby enhancing the gamma-ray flux.

• Jet precession period: A longer precession period effectively
results in shocks occurring at larger radii. Therefore, when cosmic
rays are deposited at the shock front, runs with a longer duty cycle
period (such as the ‘pr100Myr’ runs in the second and fourth panels
of Fig. 12) show lower cosmic ray density and reduced gamma-ray
flux within 10 kpc.

• CR from supernovae: As expected, cosmic rays from star
formation contribute to the overall cosmic ray pressure and increase

the gamma-ray flux, as shown in the ‘live-CRshock0.1-CRSNe-
pr100Myr’ run (third panel in Fig. 12).

5.3 Limitations of our model

The model used in this study to inject cosmic rays at the jet-driven
shock front is a simplified toy model, where we deposit cosmic
rays whenever the spawned jet particles experience significant de-
celeration. It neglects the detailed properties of shocks and ignores
shocks caused by gas that does not originate from the AGN jet. Ad-
ditionally, we did not strictly conserve energy when injecting cos-
mic ray energy at the shock front. Although this model captures the
major physical effects, as the jet particles encounter the strongest
shocks in our simulation, and the injected cosmic rays contribute to
less than 0.3% of the energy budget, it remains highly simplified.
A more rigorous approach, including on-the-fly shock finding and
continuous cosmic ray deposition is left for future work.
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Figure 12. Comparison of the accumulated gamma-ray energy flux up to a
certain radius for all the runs (averaged over 0.95–1 Gyr or the last 50 Myr
of the run). Unless otherwise mentioned, the plotted runs have a 100 Myr
precession period and 0.1 energy in CRs. All runs have gamma-ray fluxes
within the Fermi-LAT limit (∼ 1.8×1042 erg s−1, Ackermann et al. 2016).
Decreasing the fraction of cosmic rays from unity reduces the gamma-ray
flux by at least a factor of 2. Factors that result in a less cuspy cosmic ray
profile, such as depositing cosmic rays at the shock front or increasing the
jet precession period, lead to lower gamma-ray flux within 10 kpc.

In this study, we focus on testing how cosmic rays injected
at the jet-driven shock front affect cooling flows, the quenching
of star formation, and how they interact with other jet parame-
ters and accretion processes. Therefore, we only included a limited
variation of runs with live accretion for control experiments. We
did not extensively explore variations that could significantly alter
feedback efficiency, nor did we test alternative accretion models,
such as Bondi accretion. While the key qualitative physical effects
of launching cosmic rays at the shock front should remain robust,
these variations could quantitatively impact the resulting black hole
accretion history and star formation rates.

In fact, even our most quenched run only achieves star for-
mation rates (SFR) lower than 5 M⊙ yr−1 for short periods. When
adopting a stricter definition of quenching, with specific star forma-
tion rates below 10−11 yr−1, these periods are even shorter. Instead
of claiming success for a specific parameter set, this study focuses
on the effect of each physical process. Extensive parameter studies,
which may optimize AGN parameters, are left for future work.

Furthermore, we only tested a single halo mass of 1014M⊙.
As we move to higher halo masses, constraints from gamma-ray
and X-ray observations could become more restrictive (Su et al.
2024). We also leave a more detailed multi-wavelength observa-
tional constraint for future studies.

6 CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we present a toy model for injecting cosmic rays at
jet-driven shock fronts using the particle spawning method. With
this approach, we test the effects of large-scale shock-accelerated
cosmic rays in suppressing cooling flows and quenching star for-
mation. We also examine how injecting cosmic rays at jet-driven
shock fronts interacts with black hole accretion and other jet pa-
rameters, such as velocity, opening angle, and precession. Our key
findings are summarized as follows:

• Injecting cosmic rays at large-scale jet-driven shock fronts re-
sults in a more extended cosmic ray distribution compared to in-
jecting them near the black hole. When coupled with black hole
accretion, this leads to less suppression of the gas density near the
black hole and overall higher jet energy fluxes. As a result, models
with cosmic rays injected at the jet-driven shock front are more ef-
fective at suppressing cooling flows and quenching star formation.
• For the same reason, runs with live black hole accretion and

cosmic rays injected at large-scale jet-driven shock fronts result in
a longer black hole accretion duty cycle compared to those with
cosmic rays injected near the black hole.
• Jet precession significantly alters the location of the shock

front. The longer a collimated jet stays in a given direction, the
farther the shocks are driven. A precession period of ≲ 100 Myr
optimally places most shocks around 30 kpc, the cooling radius of
our system. Injecting cosmic rays at the shock front of jets with this
optimal precession maximizes the quenching effect.
• Increasing the jet opening angle and velocity can make the

jet cocoon more isotropic and confined within a smaller radius (Su
et al. 2021). Injecting cosmic rays at the shock fronts in these cases
results in a more concentrated cosmic ray pressure profile.
• For runs with live accretion, maintaining roughly the same jet-

specific energy while increasing the cosmic ray fraction increases
the average cosmic ray energy flux, which also leads to more effec-
tive quenching.
• Cosmic rays from supernovae can also contribute to cosmic

ray pressure and assist in quenching star formation.
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• Depositing cosmic rays at jet-driven shock fronts and having
a longer precession period result in a less concentrated cosmic ray
pressure profile, which also reduces gamma-ray fluxes at smaller
radii.
• As long as the cosmic ray energy fraction is ≲ 0.3, the pre-

dicted overall gamma-ray flux remains well below the upper limit
found by Fermi-LAT (∼ 1.8 × 1042erg s−1, Ackermann et al.
2016).
• Our most successful run, with the most suppressed star forma-

tion, is a model where 0.3 of the jet energy flux is in cosmic rays
deposited at the shock front of a precessing jet with a 100 Myr pe-
riod. In this run, star formation is quenched with a duty cycle of
≳ 0.5 Gyr.

We conclude from this work that injecting cosmic rays at
large-scale shock fronts is not only physically motivated but also
helps to suppress cooling flows and quench star formation when
combined with jet precession. Many caveats remain to be ex-
plored in future work, along with improvements to the model (Sec-
tion 5.3).
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Grudić M. Y., Hopkins P. F., Quataert E., Murray N., 2019, MNRAS, 483,

5548
Guo F., Oh S. P., 2008, MNRAS, 384, 251
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